The Impact of Cultural Differences on Project Stakeholder Engagement: A Review of Case Study Research in International Project Management  by Lückmann, Patrick & Färber, Kristina
 Procedia Computer Science  100 ( 2016 )  85 – 94 
Available online at www.sciencedirect.com
1877-0509 © 2016 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Peer-review under responsibility of the organizing committee of CENTERIS 2016
doi: 10.1016/j.procs.2016.09.127 
ScienceDirect
Conference on ENTERprise Information Systems / International Conference on Project 
MANagement / Conference on Health and Social Care Information Systems and Technologies, 
CENTERIS / ProjMAN / HCist 2016, October 5-7, 2016 
The impact of cultural differences on project stakeholder 
engagement: a review of case study research in international project 
management 
Patrick Lückmanna,b,*, Kristina Färbera
aMünster School of Business, University of Applied Sciences, Corrensstraße 25, 48149 Münster, Germany 
bUniversidad Antonio de Nebrija, Calle de Santa Cruz de Marcenado 27, 28015 Madrid, Spain 
Abstract 
Engaging project stakeholder from different national cultures remains a major challenge for project managers in international 
projects. The success of projects and project management depends to a significant degree on the effective and appropriate 
interaction with project stakeholders across cultural boundaries. This paper uses a structured approach of qualitative content 
analysis for identifying impact factors from a number of published empirical case studies. The research question that this article 
aims to answer is: Which factors impact the successful integration of project stakeholders and how can they be conceptualized 
into usable knowledge for project managers? After shortly introducing the topic and laying out the fundamental definitions in 
section 1, the 2nd section will describe how the literature review was conducted and how the studies were selected. Section 3 
describes the selected methodology of the authors, and the 4th part will present the identified factors in the framework of Hall’s 
Iceberg Model. The conclusions will be reflected in the last section together with an outlook into possible complementary 
research in the area of intercultural project management.  
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1. Introduction & Definitions 
The departure for this study was an apparent lack of usable advice on what project managers have to consider 
when engaging project stakeholders from other cultures. The article builds on previous research in that it 
complements a number of published articles and summarizes the findings of others into a comprehensive model of 
intercultural impact factors in project stakeholder management. In order to deliver empirically relevant results and 
meet high quality requirements, the authors will focus on the analysis of published empirical case studies in the field 
of intercultural project stakeholder management. As a starting point, this first section will outline the necessary 
definitions and explain the following sections of this study. 
Project Management is defined by the PMI as “…the application of knowledge, skills, tools, and techniques to 
project activities to meet the project requirements” (PMI, p. 5).1 Project requirements are elicited from the project 
stakeholders in general and the product owner, client or sponsor in particular. In this regard Turner states, in the fifth 
of his project management premises, that “the project is governed on behalf of the stakeholders, including the owner 
and contractor.” (Turner, p. 32).2 When it comes to stakeholders in an intercultural project context, for complexity 
reasons it seems advisable to initially focus on those stakeholders that define the requirements of the project. The 
relevant definition of project management for the purpose of this study therefore combines the PMI definition and 
the stakeholder perspective offered by Turner. The research question takes this explicitly into account: 
Q: What is the impact of culture when managing project activities on behalf of the stakeholders in order to meet 
their requirements? 
Culture, in this context shall be conceived as national culture. Organizational and professional cultures will not be 
considered. Even with this limitation, culture is very hard to define. Hofstede and Trompenaars offer complementary 
definitions that are widely accepted: 
“Culture […] is the collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one group or 
category of people from another. Culture is learned, not innate. It derives from one’s social environment rather than 
one’s genes.” (Hofstede, p. 6)3
This definition of culture may be complemented with the following: “Our own culture is like water to a fish. It 
sustains us. We live and breathe through it. […] a fish only discovers its need for water when it is no longer in it.” 
(Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, p. 27) Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner display how cultural predispositions 
impact the overall perception of cultural differences. 4
Having clarified the relevant definitions and the research question, the following section will describe how the 
literature for this study has been selected. Section three will explain the methodology for the analysis of the texts and 
section four will present the findings. A critical assessment and an outlook to further research can be found in the 
concluding part.  
2. Literature Review and Study Selection 
2.1 Database Search 
For the purpose of this article the authors conducted a structured literature search using the “disco” search engine 
giving access to more than 3.5 million books, 200 million articles, and more than 100.000 scientific journals. Disco 
gives access to all important scientific data bases including Springer, WoS, JSTORE, Wiley, Elsevier, and many 
more. The search was informed by previous research and an iterative approach to the identification of key words. It 
included different combinations and synonyms for the concept of project customer/stakeholder with those of culture 
or intercultural projects. This search delivered more than 200 articles with different degrees of relevancy for the 
research question formulated above. The search was conducted in different stages over the course of 2014 and 2015 
and preliminary, though not conclusive results have been published in 2015. 
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2.2 Selection Criteria 
This article builds upon a previous article by the author and aims at deepening the analysis of empirical evidence 
published in international journals. In a first selection phase, the authors identified relevant articles by eliminating 
studies that lacked a clear relation to national culture, stakeholder or project customer management and those articles 
that did not offer insight into project management problems. In this way the authors were able to limit the number of 
relevant articles to 66 highly relevant articles. 
The second selection filter referred to the aim of this article to identify and analyze published empirical case 
studies in the field of interest. For that purpose, all articles that contained case study components or that specifically 
followed a case study research design were selected. A total of 24 articles that fulfilled these criteria could be 
identified. These articles contained information from 31 cases in the field of international or intercultural project 
stakeholder management.  
2.3 Selected Articles 
The selected 24 case studies were published between 1990 and 2014. They include contributions from the IT and 
outsourcing/offshoring industry, construction, chemical industry, economic development and publically funded 
research projects. They comprise stakeholders from both private and public sectors and focus on a wide array of 
specific issues in intercultural stakeholder management. Geographically, the case studies cover the US, and countries 
in South America and Europe, the Middle East and Africa, India, China, Australia and stakeholders from other Asian 
economies. The spread over various industries, countries and project types is embraced by the authors since the aim 
of this study is to inform project managers on cultural impact factors without focusing on a particular industry or 
national culture. An overview about the selected articles can be found in Appendix.  
3. Methodology: Qualitative Content Analysis 
According to Bryman, qualitative research needs to ensure reliability and validity both internally and externally, 
which means that they need to be plausible, replicable and generalizable (pp. 389-390).5 In pursuit of these goals, the 
authors of this study decided to follow two analytical approaches in parallel and then to compare and integrate the 
findings. In order to eliminate researchers bias, one author approached the case studies in an inductive way, whilst 
the other developed and used a deductive category system to analyze the material. Mayring offers a systematic and 
rule-based approach for qualitative content analysis, which allowed approaching the material from both angles. Two 
of the technique he presents are called ‘Inductive Category Development’ and ‘Deductive Category Application’.6
Inductive Category Development describes a process in which the researcher defines the selection criteria based 
on the research interest. Categories are developed when working through the texts and, after some of the material is 
analyzed, an iterative process of category revision starts. After saturated categories have been identified, the material 
is eventually analyzed in full with the developed category system and the findings can be interpreted.6
Deductive Category Application assumes that the author applies a deductively developed category system to the 
material. Structural dimensions are determined based on theory as well as the occurrences sought after. Rules are 
formulated for sorting content into categories and the material is analyzed. After extracting the contents, there is an 
iterative step revising the category system. Eventually, the findings are presented and interpreted.6
Since the deductive approach requires a theoretical framework and the inductive approach does not, the author 
more proficient in intercultural theory and research was appointed to the deductive analysis. The coding steps during 
the analysis described above are not unlike the ones proposed in Grounded Theory coding by Strauss and Corbin in 
1990.7 This study does, however, not follow Grounded Theory as a research method but uses Grounded Theory 
coding elements as suggested by Myers (pp. 107-111).8
The following section will describe the findings of the two approaches in dedicated sections before synthesizing 
and comparing the outcome. 
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4. Findings: Impact Factors for Successful Intercultural Project Stakeholder Engagement 
4.1 Inductive Category Development 
In the first stage of the inductive qualitative content analysis, the 24 selected articles were screened for possible 
codes including relevant details and explanations about the case studies. In sum, 31 different cases could be found in 
the material. This was followed, in the second stage, by paraphrasing of the identified text passages. Based on these 
paraphrases, the content was translated into a generalized form. In the next step, the author made use of reduction 
methods like striking and bundling so as to finally end up with a category system.  
Table 1: Impact Factors and Examples from selected Case Studies. 
Cultural 
Dimension 
Characteristics / 
Expression 
No. of 
cases 
Example 
Communication 
& Context 
Direct vs. indirect  
High vs. low-context 
Yes-saying pattern 
Tendency to please 
8 
2 
Evaluation of the tone of a complaint letter to a Cantonese manager: While Australian 
experienced it as too soft, for the Singaporean it was too rude. 9 
IT offshore outsourcing project involving a German bank und an Indian service 
provider. As Indians did not report any problems and always said ‘yes’ even though 
they meant ‘no’, the Germans were not able to interpret it correctly.10
Power Distance
Individualism 
Uncertainty 
avoidance 
Concept of 
Time 
Saving-face principle 
High vs. low 
Self- vs. group-
orientation 
High vs. low 
Mono- vs. 
polychronic  
5 
8 
6 
3 
3 
Relevant almost in each project with Asian participants. However, the cases from 
Ethiopia11 and Sino-UK with stakeholders from UK and China12 prove that avoidance of 
losing face does not only hold truth for Asian cultures. 
Italian leader asks his project members for feedback: While the Australian subordinate 
reacted within five minutes, communicating clearly her disagreement (=low power 
distance), the Singaporean hesitated and gave feedback only after urgent request (=high 
power distance).12 In general, Project members with African13,14 or Asian 
background12,13,15 prefer high power distance, while Western cultures prefer low power 
distance.12  
German bank and Indian IT service provider: Germans were upset when they observed 
that Indians left important meetings for personal family reasons.13 In collectivistic 
cultures like the Indian, family and friends are of highest priority, while individualistic 
cultures strictly separate private and business sphere. 
Level of individualism depends on situation: While in private situations the African 
project members were group-oriented, it changed when it came to business. Their 
attitude to retain information in order to benefit personally shows rather individualist 
traits – even if Ethiopian culture is seen as collectivist.14
In general, Arabic cultures are known for high uncertainty avoidance. But the managers’ 
reluctance towards using methods to reduce uncertainty do not necessarily underpin 
their high uncertainty avoidance level.16  
German bank and Indian IT service provider: cultures with high uncertainty avoidance 
like the German put a lot of effort to mitigate risks: Their high expectations towards 
documentation and quality assurance can be taken as examples.13
Case one is a project between Dutch and French17, Case 2 between French and 
German.18 Both case studies demonstrate that French people follow a polychronic 
perspective while Germans and Dutch are monochronic oriented. As Germans and 
Dutch managers prefer doing only one activity very precisely, they experience the 
interruptions made by French colleagues as disturbances. 
The analysis reveals that a substantial part of international projects struggled with managing stakeholders from 
different cultural backgrounds leading to a number of negative outcomes. One of the major issues mentioned 
explicitly in 12 out of 31 cases was project delay. For this reason, authors19,20 strongly recommend calculating 
enough buffer time. Apart from additional time requests, high costs owing to additional resources or unexpected 
events affect project success negatively. As an example, Aaltonen/Sivonen10 present an industrial facility project, 
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where the site was closed for more than one month causing high costs. Next to financial losses and project delays, 
court actions and reputational damages led to project failure.21  
Looking for the origins of these impeding outcomes, cultural differences were identified and described in cultural 
dimensions quoted from various authors. Table 1 shows the findings providing examples from the 24 articles. 
The cultural dimensions were reflected in the following beliefs and behaviors: trust & fears, lack of participation 
& commitment, insufficient communication, transparent objectives/tasks/roles/expectations, knowledge & 
information sharing. 
• Fears and trust of project stakeholders were mentioned several times in the analyzed case studies. This might be 
due to the choice of communication method, physical distance, fear of losing their jobs, power or influence might 
impact trust.12,13,14,17, 22, 39
• Lack of participation & commitment may result from a lack of trust in an intercultural setting, which was shown 
by Aaltonen (et al.). Especially the case study dealing with a conflict between Uruguay and Argentina illustrates 
the power of initially even small opposition groups.10,11,23  
• Insufficient communication is exemplarily displayed by Swierczek who shares an incident where collaboration 
was damaged because people do not communicate enough with each other.24, 39
• There is a need for transparency regarding objectives, tasks, roles and expectations in intercultural projects. This 
becomes evident among other cases in a Dutch-French case study concerning e.g. regulatory issues.21  
• Knowledge & information sharing resulted as one of the leading issues in intercultural stakeholder management. 
In 9 out of 31 cases this point was mentioned as explicitly. It is critical for task achievement in Ethiopia14 as well 
as requirement conflicts in Germany & France.25
All these challenges may result in project delays and financial losses and consequently project failure as 
described at the beginning of this chapter. 
For visualization purposes, the identified impact factors from the inductive analysis can be sorted into Hall’s 
iceberg model of culture as displayed in Fig. 1. As can be seen in the model, the cultural dimensions which were 
identified as impact factors are hidden below the surface. They form the basis for stakeholders’ beliefs and 
respectively their behavior. As a result, the impact of cultural differences on stakeholder and relationship 
management can be found in the behavioral part of the model.26
4.2 Deductive Category Application 
Within intercultural management theory, cultural differences between stakeholders are usually described in terms 
of cultural dimensions. Different systems of cultural dimensions have been published by a variety of authors 
including e.g. Geert Hofstede or Edward T. Hall. In the course of this work, the author identified 40 cultural 
Fig. 1: Inductive Results in Hall's Iceberg Model
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dimensions from 6 different frameworks. All of these frameworks have been subject to extensive criticism, which 
gave birth to new studies and refinement of previous systems. In order to avoid intersections and interdependencies 
among the dimensions, most authors concerned with intercultural management decide to select one of these 
frameworks to explain differences in values, believes and behaviors of stakeholders. It is the purpose of this study, 
however, to deduce underlying categories from observed behaviors that were documented in case studies. Therefore, 
all 6 frameworks with their 40 dimensions have been analyzed regarding significant overlays and redundancies. 
Thus, it was possible to reduce 40 dimensions to 17 dimensions that were concerned with different aspects of 
cultural differences relevant to project stakeholder management. Since a system of 17 dimensions is still not a usable 
framework for Deductive Category Application, the behavioral expressions of these 17 dimensions were analyzed in 
order to reduce even more. The results of this exercise are shown in table 2. 
Table 2: 17 Cultural Dimensions in Four Clusters. 
Competitiveness Context related Vertical relationship Philosophy 
External vs. internal locus 
of control 4  
Direct vs. indirect 
negative feedback 27
Individualism vs. 
collectivism 3,4,28  
Conflict vs. consensus 
orientation 27,28  
Gender egalitarianism 3,28  
Particularist vs. 
universalist 4  
Sequential vs. synchronic 
4,26,27
Task vs. relationship 
orientation 27   
High context vs. low 
context 26   
Specific vs. diffuse 
environment 4  
Equality vs. hierarchy 3,28  
Achievement vs. 
status/standing 4  
Uncertainty avoidance 3,28  
Top-down vs. consensual 
decision making 27  
Theoretical vs. Pragmatic 
27
Long term orientation 3,4,
28  
Indulgence vs. restraint 3  
It is important to mention that the behavioral expressions for each of the dimensions were extracted from the 
original source of the dimension (i.e. Hofstede et al.) and from additional sources that apply dimension to the project 
management context.29,30,31 Subsuming different cultural dimensions under one cluster name reduces the complexity 
to a level that allows the usage as a deductive category in qualitative content analysis, and for this purpose only. The 
categories and dimensions overlap and are highly interdependent. The iterative stage of the analysis showed, that 
using the respective behavioral expressions as guidance, allows a transparent allocation into the respective cluster 
though. 
The four dimensional clusters were complemented with an additional category called ‘trust issues’ since this 
tuned out to be a crucial impact factor during the iterative refinement of the category system. Furthermore, the 
categories ‘undesirable effects’ (UDEs) and ‘PM impact’ were added in order to link the identified factors of project 
success. The UDEs can be summarized as follows: 
Cultural factors have been reported to disrupt transparency, knowledge transfer, common understanding, 
motivation and team spirit in intercultural projects. This led for the concerned parties to increased stress levels, 
additional work, frustration, escalations and even hostility among project stakeholders. Higher uncertainty and more 
unexpected events were reported to be the effect in project management, which in turn led to the project as a whole 
to be behind schedule, over budget or incapable of delivering the promised results. Customer frustration and 
incomplete profit repatriation contributed to the perception of project failure both internally and externally. The 
reasons for these problems can be attributed to the previously identified cultural impact categories. 
Table 3 shows the identified impact factors for the four cultural impact categories identified in this paper. The 
most populated categories are context related dimensional issues with 39 references from 13 articles and vertical 
relationship issues with 19 articles and 35 references. Problems related to cultural differences in competitive 
behavior show fewer references (27) but still 15 articles contributing into that category. The smallest category is the 
Philosophy dimension which comprises theoretical vs. pragmatic approaches, long-term orientation and indulgence 
vs. restraint issues. These may be less in quantity, but crucial when it comes to project governance and realization 
management. 
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Table 3: Impact Factors by Cultural Category. 
Competitiveness dimensions Context related dimensions Vertical relationship dimensions Philosophy dimensions 
Lack of self determination & 
confidence may hamper 
collaboration 
High individualism leads to 
better knowledge transfer, which 
might create trust 
Collectivist family ties lead to 
many subcontractors, which 
increases complexity & leads to 
intransparency & inflexibility 
Open disagreement & resistance 
lead to conflict which might 
disrupt collaboration & trust 
Western incentives & rewards 
will not work in collectivist 
environments 
Salary inequality is less 
tolerated and lead to mistrust 
Collectivist knowledge transfer 
needs time & may lead to delays 
Inadequate direct negative 
feedback or evaluation will 
damage relationship & trust 
Face-saving behavior may lead 
to mistrust 
Family, school or community 
ties may outweigh project 
relationships 
Preference for connected tasks 
over small workable WPs may 
lead to inefficiencies or 
ineffectiveness 
Readiness to face complexity & 
improvise may increase 
effectiveness& efficiency 
Contract needs adjustment to 
social condition & relationship, 
which may lead to mistrust 
Opportunistic exploitation of 
personal relationship may 
disappoint affective trust 
Lack of common context leads 
to misinterpretation of actions 
and words, which leads to lack 
of trust 
Yes-saying patterns & 
communication between the 
lines lead to misunderstandings 
& mistrust 
Social activities build up 
common context and lead to 
holistic understanding, which 
increases trust 
Constant exceptions & 
adjustments lead to delays and 
frustration 
Different scheduling patterns 
might lead to delays & mistrust 
Low uncertainty avoidance 
(UA) require latest technology 
whilst high UA stick to legacy 
features 
Imposing central culture or 
standards due to higher UA or 
Power Distance will damage 
trust & mutual respect 
Selecting requirements depends 
on PD and decision making 
style which may lead to mistrust 
High PD leads to scope creep if 
PM is facing superior 
Fear of losing control might lead 
to not accepting help (UA) 
Brainstorming might not work 
with high PD, only in 
homogenous groups 
Low UA cultures might have 
difficulties convincing others 
that benefits are worth the risk 
Higher regulation/formality in 
high UA leads to frustration 
Protecting one-self with contract 
is normal in high UA countries, 
which might lead to mistrust 
Saying yes and saving face are 
more important in high PD 
cultures this leads to few 
escalations and requires high 
specificity 
Top down decision-making 
might lead to motivational 
issues in consensual cultures 
Preference of short-term profits 
over long-term relationship may 
lead to disappointment. 
Preference of modesty over 
salesmanship may lead to 
mistrust 
Lack of common understanding 
of where requirements come 
from leads to mistrust 
Need to holistically understand 
& learn may delay the project 
schedule, which leads to 
frustration 
High employee turnover in short 
term oriented cultures compared 
to long term oriented 
stakeholders may lead to 
difficulties in knowledge 
sharing 
Focus on contract & output may 
impede good understanding of 
project results and lead to 
mistrust & disappointment 
15 articles; 27 references 13 articles; 39 references 19 articles; 35 references 9 articles; 14 references 
Trust turned out to be one of the most significant impact factors in the intercultural context, which is why the 
authors, independently from another, decided to highlight the implications of cultural differences and trust for 
project management. The deductive analysis identified the following mechanisms: 
• Tight supervision, enforcing standard processes, unequal salary and profit distribution, and a lack of transparency 
have been reported to diminish trust not only in the intercultural relationship. But cultural differences, 
stereotyping and misunderstandings might aggravate the effects and render intercultural cooperation futile.  
• Uncertainty avoidance is a cultural factor that leads to unwillingness to delegate tasks and responsibilities. This 
in turn impedes trust building.  
• Cultural differences make the development of a shared sense of identity and belonging more difficult. But these 
are key prerequisites for knowledge sharing, which in turn would benefit the creation of trust. 
• Face-saving behavior and the lack of dealing with this kind of challenges are two other factors that impact 
negatively the building of trust in stakeholder relationships. 
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The factors impacting intercultural cooperation can consequently be sorted into five categories: trust, differences 
in competitive behavior, context related issues, different perceptions of vertical relationships and philosophical 
differences between national cultures. The observed behavior in these categories impact intercultural stakeholder 
engagement in projects. In the following, the results of the inductive and the deductive approach will be brought 
together for better understanding. 
4.1.3. Synthesis 
Both the deductive and the inductive approach identified cultural dimensions as the underlying factors, which is 
not surprising, since cultural differences are usually described in dimensional terms. Both approaches delivered 
behavioral issues and mechanisms that connected underlying values with stakeholder behaviors.  
• Trust was identified by both authors as an overarching concept that is impacted deeply by cultural differences. 
This is because misunderstandings on any hierarchical level, or in between them, lead to disappointment, re-work 
or fear.  
• Strongly related to trust is the area of sharing information and knowledge. Be it in form of communicating 
specifications or requirement, or be it with regards to bad news or escalations that are not communicated 
effectively. 
• One of the most prominent sources of misunderstandings is the way in which project relationships are conceived.  
Whether a relationship is deemed to be built around project tasks or personal relationships determines 
significantly how trust is awarded and how effectively and efficiently teamwork is done.  
• An additional typical failure is the perception of being pushed or forced into a particular process, or standard. 
This was expressed as a lack of questioning the prevailing logic in some cases, and an unwillingness to 
compromise on others. A key issue behind this seems to be tolerance for ambiguity in international projects and 
expressions of uncertainty avoidance paired with power distance. 
• The amount of communication necessary when engaging stakeholders from other cultures is significantly higher 
than in projects with homogeneous stakeholder groups. A failure to not communicate sufficiently with 
international stakeholders will almost certainly lead to problems. 
• The readiness to question the own cultural predisposition and adapt to other cultures seems to be a crucial 
starting point for successful intercultural collaboration. Stakeholders that fail in this regard tend to upset others or 
result disappointed from other stakeholders. 
The results of the two approaches corroborate and complement each other even though they may not be entirely 
similar. Different levels of detail, both regarding process and output, are to be expected when different research 
approaches are applied. The identified issues and mechanisms are similar though, which allows assuming reasonable 
plausibility and consistence in the research approaches and minimized researchers’ bias. 
5. Critical Assessment and Outlook 
Despite having delivered reasonably consistent results with two different research approaches, the article is 
subject to some limitations. Generalizability suffers because the presented cases may pose some very specific 
requirements to intercultural collaboration. The focus on national culture disregards the influence of organizational 
or professional cultures. Furthermore, the empirical studies that entered the analysis were all published in 
international English-speaking journals. This is at the same time an asset and a liability; a liability, because the 
results may be biased towards the Anglo-Saxon value-belief system and selection bias; an asset, because the studies 
underwent a rigorous peer review process that may be interpreted as a quality indicator for good diligent research. 
Future research should empirically validate whether there are differences in internal or external, customer or vendor 
stakeholders, or whether there are industry related factors that overtone national culture. 
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Appendix. Overview about selected articles. 
Year Author Title & Bibliographic Reference 
1990 
1994 
1995
2000
2000 
2003
2003
2005
2007
2007
2008 
2008
2009 
2009
2010 
2010
2011
2011
2011
2012
2012
2012
2013
2013 
Mansfield, Sasillo 32
Swierczek 24
Schneider 20
Pheng, Leong 33
DiStefano, Maznevski 12
Damian, Zowghi 22
Muriithi, Crawford 17
Shore, Cross 18
Mahalingam, Levitt 25
Kohlbacher, Krähe 9
Aaltonen, Kujala, Oijala 11
Gregory, Prifling, Beck 13
Aaltonen, Sivonen 10
Haried, Ramamurthy 34
De Bony 21
Aaltonen, Kujala, 
Lehtonen, Ruuska 23
Jain, Poston, Simon 35
Jain, Simon, Poston 36
Jetu, Riedl, Roithmayr 14
Khan 19
Peled, Dvir 37  
Ika 16
Zegarac, Spencer-Oatey 15
Aapaoja, Haapasalo, 
Söderström 38
International construction contracts in Tanzania; Int J of Project Management 
Culture and Conflict in joint ventures in Asia; Int J of Project Management 
Project management in international teams: instruments for improving cooperation;  Int J of Project 
Management 
Cross-cultural Project Management for international construction in China; Int J of Project 
Management 
Creating value with diverse teams in global management; Organizational Dynamics 
An insight into the interplay between culture, conflict and distance in globally distributed 
requirements negotiations; Proceedings 36th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences
Approaches to project management in Africa: implications for international development projects;  
Int J of Project Management 
Exploring the role of national culture in the management of large- scale international science projects; 
Int J of Project Management 
Institutional theory as a framework for analyzing conflicts on global projects; Journal of Construction 
Engineering and Management 
Knowledge creation and transfer in a cross-cultural context – empirical evidence from Tyco Flow 
Control; Knowledge and Process Management 
Stakeholder salience in global projects. Int J of Project Management 
Managing cross-cultural dynamics in IT offshore outsourcing relationships: The role of cultural 
intelligence; Proceedings of the Second Global Sourcing Workshop 
Response strategies to stakeholder pressure in global projects; Int J of Project Management 
Evaluating the success in international sourcing of information technology projects: the need for a 
relational client-vendor approach; Project Management Journal 
Project management and national culture: A Dutch-French case study; Int J of Project Management 
A stakeholder network perspective on unexpected events and their management in international 
projects; Int J of Managing Projects in Business 
An empirical investigation of Client Managers' responsibilities in managing offshore outsourcing of 
software-testing projects; IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management 
Mitigating Vendor Silence in Offshore Outsourcing: An Empirical Investigation; Journal of 
Management Information Systems 
Cultural Patterns Influencing Project Team Behavior in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Case Study in 
Ethiopia; Project Management Journal 
Effects of cultural assimilation on the performance of a construction project – evidence from UAE; 
Benchmarking: An International Journal 
Towards a contingent approach of customer involvment in defense projects: An exploratory study;  
Int J of Project Management 
Project Management for Development in Africa: Why Projects Are Failing and What Can Be Done 
About It; Project Management Journal 
Achieving mutual understanding in intercultural project partnerships: Cooperation, self-orientation, 
and fragility; Intercultural Pragmatics 
Early Stakeholder Involvement in the Project Definition Phase: Case Renovation; ISRN Industrial 
Engineering 
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